STAFF USE ONLY PROJECT NUMBER: 01-183
CASES: _CUP

****INITIAL STUDY * * * *

COUNTY OF LOSANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING

GENERAL INFORMATION

|.A. Map Date:  11/27/01 Staff Member:  Roxanne Tanemori
Thomas Guide: 4374 B-2 USGS Quad: Seepy Valley
Location: 8035 Clayvale Road, Agua Dulce, CA 91390

Description of Project: The proposed project is a request for a Conditional Use Permit to legalize an
existing guest ranch and riding academy. Associated with this application are the following accessory

structures: nine equine stables/pipe corrals, two tack rooms, two animal pens, a riding circle, and fenced

pastureland and arena. Current activities associated with the operation of the guest ranch/riding academy

include the board and care of thirty (30) equines and two (2) goats, private horse riding lessons, overnight and

day-only visitors participating in guided horseback riding trips on nearby trails. There are three (3) guest

rooms located in the existing single-family residence for overnight visitors to the guest ranch/riding academy.

The average number of cars on site per day associated with guest ranch activities ranges from approximately 3.3

carsto 8.25. The maximum daily number of guestsis thirty-five (35) but the total number of visitors on any

given day varies substantially. The A-1-1 zone allows 40 hor ses on the property. Rides can occur any time

between sunrise and sunset, though early morning and late evening activities associated with the guest ranch

are infrequent. No new structures on the property are being proposed.

GrossAcres. 5acres
Environmental Setting:  The subject property islocated in arural agricultural-residential area in the
unincor porated community of Agua Dulce. The site liesin the Agua Dulce Canyon north of the Serra

Highway, south of Hierba Road, east of Carrie Court, and west of Johnnie Road. Single-family residences and

open space/pastureland surround the site. One single-family residence (approximately 3,000 squar e feet)

and all of the accessory structures noted in the Description of Project currently exist on the subject property.

Approximately 2.1 acres of the subject property is currently used as pastureland and for a horse arena. There

isawater supply well and storage tank on the property, aswell as juniper, cottonwood, eucalyptus, and pepper

treeson site. Thereisa Restricted Use Area located in the north-half of the property.

Zoning:  A-1-1: Light Agriculture
General Plan: R Non-urban
Community/AreawidePlan:  Antelope Valley Areawide General Plan: N-1: Non-urban 1 (.5 du/acre)
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Major projectsin area:

PROJECT NUMBER
N/A

DESCRIPTION & STATUS

NOTE: For EIRs, above projects are not sufficient for cumulative analysis.

Responsible Agencies

[] None

X Regiond Water Qudlity
Control Board
X Los Angeles Region
[] Lahontan Regjion

[] Coastal Commission

REVIEWING AGENCIES

Special Reviewing Agencies

X None

[ ] SantaMonicaMountains
Conservancy

[ ] National Parks

[ ] National Forest

[] Edwards Air Force Base

[ ] Resource Conservation District

Regional Significance
X None

[ ] SCAG Criteria

[_] Air Quality
[ ] Water Resources
[ ] SantaMonicaMtns. Area

L] Army Corps of Engineers of SantaMonicaMtns. Area L]
[] [] []
[] [] []
[] [] []
[] [] []
[] [] []
[]
Trustee Agencies [] County Reviewing Agencies
X None [] [ ] Subdivision Committee
X DPw:
Water shed Management
[ ] State Fish and Game [ ] Division
X Hedth Services Env. Hygiene;
Mountain & Rural/water,
[ ] State Parks [ ] Sewerage & Subdivisions
[] [] X Fire Department
[] [] []
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IMPACT ANALYSISMATRIX ANALY SIS SUMMARY (Seeindividual pagesfor details)
Less than Sgnificant Impact/No Impact
Less than Significant Impact with Project Mitigation
Potentialy Significant Impact
CATEGORY FACTOR Pg Potentia Concern
HAZARDS 1. Geotechnical 5 | XL
2. Flood 6 |X|LI[L]
3. Fire 7 | X UL | Firezone4
4. Noise 8 || X[ ] | impactsfrom guest ranch operation
RESOURCES . Area with known water qualit
1. Water Quality o |LJIL] problems; septic wstem;qhorsg boarding
2. Air Qudlity 10 [ X L[]
3. Biota 11 [ X[ LI L
4, Culturd Resources 12 [ X[ LI L]
5. Minerd Resources 13 (X[ LI L]
6. Agriculture Resources | 14 XL L]
7. Visud Qualities 15 | X[ ]| ]
SERVICES 1. Traffic/Access 16 | X[ L[ L]
2. Sewage Disposdl 17 | XU L
3. Education 18 [ X[ L[]
4. Fire/Sheriff 19 [ X[
5. Utilities 20 | X L]
OTHER 1. Genera 21 | X L[ L]
2. Environmenta Safety 22 || LI L]
3. Land Use 23 | X LI
4. Pop/Hous/Emp./Rec. | 24 XL L]
5. Mandatory Findings 25 | LI X[ L] | water quality and noise

DEVELOPMENT MONITORING SYSTEM (DM S)
As required by the Los Angeles County Genera Plan, DMS* shdl be employed in the Initid Study phase of the
environmenta review procedure as prescribed by state law.

1. Devedopment Policy Map Designation: Non-Urban 8:Other non-urban and agricultural

> X Yes [1No Isthe pr.oject located int.heAnteIopeVa.iIey, East San Gabriel Vdley, Mdibu/Santa Monica
Mountains or Santa Clarita Vdley planning area?
Isthe project at urban density and located within, or proposes a plan amendment to, an

3. LlvesDINo urban expangon designation?

If both of the above questions are answered "yes', the project is subject to a County DM S analysis.

[ ] Check if DMS printout generated (attached)

Date of printout:

[] Check if DMS overview worksheet completed (attached)
EIRs and/or staff reports shall utilize the most current DM S information available.
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Environmental Finding:

FINAL DETERMINATION: On the bads of this Initid Sudy, the Depatment of Regiond Panning
finds that this project qudifies for the following environmental document:

[] NEGATIVE DECLARATION, inasmuch as the proposed project will not have a significant effect on the
environment.

An Initia Study was prepared on this project in compliance with the State CEQA Guidelines and the environmental
reporting procedures of the County of LosAngeles. It wasdetermined that thisproject will not exceed the established
threshold criteriafor any environmental/service factor and, asaresult, will not have asignificant effect on the physica
environmen.

X MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION, in as much as the changes required for the project will
reduce impacts to insgnificant levels (see attached discussion and/or conditions).

An Initia Study was prepared on this project in compliance with the State CEQA Guiddines and the environmenta

reporting procedures of the County of Los Angdles. It was origindly determined that the proposed project may

exceed established threshold criteria. The applicant has agreed to modification of the project so that it can now be
determined that the project will not have asignificant effect on the physica environment. The modification to mitigate
thisimpact(s) isidentified on the Project Changes/Conditions Form included as part of thisInitid Study.

[] ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT*, inasmuch as there is substantial evidence that the project may have
adgnificant impact due to factors listed above as “ Sgnificant”.

[] Atleast onefactor hasbeen adequately andlyzed in an earlier document pursuant tolegd  standards, and has
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on the attached sheets (see
attached Form DRP/IA 101). The EIR isrequired to analyze only the factors not previoudy addressed.

Reviewed by: Roxanne Tanemori Date  07/16/02

Approved by: Date:

[_] Determination appesled — see attached sheet.
*NOTE: Findingsfor Environmental Impact Reports will be prepared as a separate document following the public hearing on the project.
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SETTING/IMPACTS

Yes No
a [ X
b. O X
c O X
d O X
e O X
. O X
¢ LI X
h O [

Maybe
[]

[]
[]
[]

]

HAZARDS- 1. Geotechnical

Isthe project located in an active or potentidly active fault zone, Seismic Hazards Zone, or
Alquig-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone?

Isthe project site located in an area containing amgor landdide(s)?

Isthe project site located in an area having high dope ingtability?

Isthe project Site subject to high subsidence, high groundwater leve, liquefaction, or
hydrocompaction?

Is the proposed project considered a sensitive use (school, hospital, public assembly site)
located in close proximity to a Sgnificant geotechnica hazard?

Will the project entall substantid grading and/or dteration of topography including dopes of
over 25%?7?

Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of Uniform
Building Code (1994), creating substantia risksto life or property?

Other factors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS
[] Buildi ng Ordinance No. 2225 — Sections 308B, 309, 310, and 311 and Chapters 29 and 70

[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES/[ ] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[] Project Design [] Approvd of Geotechnical Report by DPW

[ ]LotSize

CONCLUSION

Congdering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individualy or cumulatively) on, or be
impacted by, geotechnical factors?

[ Potentially significant

|:| Less than significant with project mitigation & Less than significant/No Impact
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HAZARDS - 2. Flood

SETTING/IMPACTS
Yes No Maybe

a [ X ] Isthe mgjor drainage course, as identified on USGS quad sheets by a dashed line, located
on the project Site?

b, [ X ] Isthe project site located within or does it contain a floodway, floodplain, or designated
' flood hazard zone?

c. L1 X [ Istheproject sitelocated in or subject to high mudflow conditions?

Could the project contribute or be subject to high erosion and debris deposition from run-
d O X 0O &

e [ X []  Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or ares?

f. 1 [0 [ Otherfactors(eg. dam failure)?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS
[] Buildi ng Ordinance No. 2225 — Section 308A [_] Ordinance No. 12,114 (Floodways)
[ ] Approval of Drainage Concept by DPW

|:| MITIGATION MEASURES/ |:| OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[JLotSze [ ] Project Design

CONCLUSION

Consdering the above information, could the project have a Sgnificant impact (individualy or cumulatively) on, or be
impacted by flood (hydrological) factors?

|:| Potentially significant |:| Less than significant with project mitigation & L ess than significant/No impact
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HAZARDS- 3_Fire

SETTING/IMPACTS
Yes No Maybe

a X [ [] Isthe project Site located in aVery High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (Fire Zone 4)?

Subject property islocated in a Fire Zone 4 area.

b. [ X ] Isthe project site in a high fire hazard area and served by inadequate access due to
' lengths, width, surface materids, turnarounds or grade?

¢ O X ] Does the project site have more than 75 dwelling units on asingle accessin ahigh fire
' hazard area?

o« 0 X ] Isthe project Site located in an area having inadequate water and pressure to mest fire
' flow standards?

e [ X ] Is the project located in close proximity to potential dangerous fire hazard conditions/'uses
' (such asrefineries, flammables, explosives manufacturing)?

f. 1 X [ Doestheproposed use contitute apotentialy dangerous fire hazard?

g HEEE [] Other factors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS
& Water Ordinance No. 7834 & Fire Ordinance No. 2947 & Fire Prevention Guide No.46
X Fuel Modification/Landscape Plan

|:| MITIGATION MEASURES/ & OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[] Project Design [ ] Compatible Use

Comply with Fire Department requirements; see correspondence dated April 2, 2002,

CONCLUSION
Consdering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individualy or cumulatively) on, or be
impacted by fire hazard factors?

|:| Potentialy significant |:| Less than significant with project mitigation & Less than significant/No impact
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HAZARDS - 4. Noise

SETTING/IMPACTS
Yes No Maybe

a [ X [] Isthe project Site located near a high noise source (airports, railroads, freeways, industry)?

b. [ X ] Is the proposed use considered sengitive (school, hospital, senior citizen facility) or are there
' other sengtive usesin close proximity?

Could the project subgtantidly increase ambient noise levelsincluding those associated with
c [ X [] specid equipment (such as amplified sound systems) or parking areas associated with the
project?

. 0 X ] Would the project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise
' levelsin the project vicinity above levels without the project?

e [ [ X Other factors?
Potential increase in noise levels in neighborhood due to activities related to the

guest ranch.

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS
[ ] Noise Ordinance No. 11,778 [ ] Building Ordinance No. 2225--Chapter 35

XI MITIGATION MEASURES/[_] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[JLotSze [ Project Design[ ] Compatible Use

See attached mitigation measures for details.

CONCLUSION

Consdering the above information, could the project have a Sgnificant impact (individualy or cumulatively) on, or be
adversely impacted by noise?

|:| Potentialy significant & Less than significant with project mitigation |:| L ess than significant/No impact
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RESOURCES- 1. Water Quality

SETTING/IMPACTS
Yes No Maybe

X [ ] Isthe project site located in an area having known water quality problems and proposing
the use of individud water wells?

Agua Dulce is known to have water quality problems.

b. X [ [  will the proposed project require the use of a private sewage disposa system?
Two private septic tanks serve the existing residence on the subject property.

If the answer isyes, isthe project Site located in an area having known septic tank
[ X [] limitations due to high groundwater or other geotechnica limitations or is the project
proposing on-sSite systems located in close proximity to a drainage course?

Could the project’ s associated congtruction activities significantly impact the qudity of
c O X [] groundwater and/or storm water runoff to the storm water conveyance system and/or
recelving water bodies?

Could the project’ s post-development activities potentiadly degrade the quaity of storm
d [ O X water runoff and/or could post-development non-storm water discharges contribute
potentia pollutants to the storm water conveyance system and/or receiving bodies?

Sables are subject to NPDES reguirements.

e X [ [] Other factors?
Waste disposal procedures (composting and spreading) involved with the board and care of

thirty equines on the property may have potential effects on water quality.

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS
[ ] Industrid Waste Permit [] Hedth Code— Ordinance No.7583, Chapter 5

[_] Plumbing Code — Ordinance No.2269 DX NPDES Permit CAS614001 Compliance (DPW)

XI MITIGATION MEASURES/[X] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[JLotSze [ Project Design [] Compatible Use

County Department of Health Services requirements certified on field inspection conducted on July 02, 2002; see

DHS correspondence dated July 11, 2002. See attached mitigation measures for additional information.

CONCLUSION
Congdering the above information, could the project have asgnificant impact (individudly or cumulatively) on, or be
adversdly impacted by, water quality problems?

|:| Potentially significant & Less than significant with project mitigation |:| Less than significant/No impact

9 1/15/03



RESOURCES - 2. Air_ Quality
SETTING/IMPACTS

Yes No Maybe

Will the proposed project exceed the State’s criteria for regional significance (generally (a) 500
a |:| & |:| dwelling units for residential users or (b) 40 gross acres, 650,000 square feet of floor area or
1,000 employees for non-residential uses)?

b |:| & |:| I's the proposal considered a sensitive use (schools, hospitals, parks) and located near a freeway
' or heavy industrial use?

Will the project increase local emissions to a significant extent due to increased traffic congestion
C. |:| & |:| or use of a parking structure or exceed AQMD thresholds of potential significance per Screening
Tables of the CEQA Air Quality Handbook?

d |:| & |:| Will the project generate or is the site in close proximity to sources that create obnoxious odors,
' dust, and/or hazardous emissions?

Board and care of 30 equines

e |:| & |:| Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

f |:| & |:| Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
' projected air quality violation?

Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for
g. |:| & |:| which the project region is non-attainment under applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emission which exceed quantitative threshol ds for ozone precursors)?

h. D D D Other factors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS
[ Hedlth and Safety Code— Section 40506

[XI MITIGATION MEASURES/[_] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[ ] Project Design ~ [_] Air Quality Report

See attached mitigation measures for details.

CONCLUSION
Consdering the above information, could the project have a Sgnificant impact (individudly or cumulatively) on, or be
adversdy impacted by, air quality?

|:| Potentially significant |:| Less than significant with project mitigation & Less than significant/No impact
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RESOURCES- 3. Biota

SETTING/IMPACTS
Yes No Maybe

Isthe project Ste located within Significant Ecologica Area (SEA), SEA Buffer, or coasta
a [ X [] Sengtive Environmental Resource (ESHA, etc.), or isthe Site rdatively undisturbed and
neturd ?

b. [ X ] Will grading, fire clearance, or flood rdated improvements remove subgtantia natura
' habitat areas?

¢ O X ] Isamagjor drainage course, as identified on USGS quad sheets by a blue dashed line,
' located on the project site?

.« 00 X ] Does the project Site contain amgor riparian or other senditive habitat (e.g. coastal sage
' scrub, oak woodland, sycamore riparian, woodland, wetland, etc.)?

e L1 X [ Doestheproject site contain oak or other unique native trees (specify kinds of trees)?

f [ X ] Is the project Site habitat for any known sensitive species (federd or dtate listed
' endangered, etc.)?

o LI O [] Other factors (e.g., wildlife corridor, adjacent open space linkage)?

[] MITIGATION MEASURES/[X] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[] Lot Size [] Project Design [ ] ERB/SEATAC Review [ ] Oak Tree Permit

No new structures are proposed.

CONCLUSION
Consdering the above information, could the project have asignificant impact (individualy or cumulatively) on, biotic
resources?

|:| Potentialy significant |:| Less than significant with project mitigation & Less than significant/No impact
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SETTING/IMPACTS

a

Yes No Maybe
I X O
I X O
I X O
I X O
I X O
O O

RESOURCES - 4. Archaeological/Histor ical/Paleontol ogical

Isthe project Stein or near an area containing known archaeologica resources or
containing features (drainage course, Spring, knoll, rock outcroppings, or oak trees) that
indicate potentid archaeologicd sengtivity?

Does the project site contain rock formations indicating potentia paeontologica resources?

Does the project site contain known historic structures or Sites?

Would the project cause a substantia adverse change in the sgnificance of a historica or
archaeological resource as defined in 15064.5?

Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paeontologica resource or Site or
unique geologic fegture?

Other factors?

I:I MITIGATION MEASURES/ I:' OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[ ]LotSze

[ ] Project Design [_] Phase 1 Archaeology Report

CONCLUSION

Congdering the above information, could the project leave a Sgnificant impact (individualy or cumulatively) on
archaeological, historical, or paleontological resources?

[ Potentially significant

|:| Less than significant with project mitigation & Less than significant/No impact
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RESOURCES- 5. Mineral Resour ces

SETTING/IMPACTS
Yes No Maybe

a [0 X ] Would the project result in the loss of availability of aknown minerd resource that
would be of vaue to the region and the resdents of the Sate?

Would the project result in the loss of avallability of alocaly important minerd
b. 1 X [] resource discovery sSite delineated on aloca generd plan, pecific plan or other land
use plan?

c. L1 [ [] Other factors?

|:| MITIGATION MEASURES/ |:| OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[ ]LotSze [ ] Project Design

CONCLUSION

Consdering the above information, could the project leave a Sgnificant impact (individualy or cumulatively) on mineral
resources?

|:| Potentially significant |:| Less than significant with project mitigation & Less than significant/No impact
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RESOURCES - 6. Agricultur e Resour ces

SETTING/IMPACTS
Yes No Maybe

Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide

0 X ] Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency to non-agricultura
use?

a

Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agriculturd use, or a Williamson Act
b. L X [ contract?

¢ O X ] Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment that due to thelr
' location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agriculturd use?

d O [ [] Other factors?

|:| MITIGATION MEASURES/ |:| OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[ ]LotSze [ ] Project Design

CONCLUSION

Congdering the above information, could the project leave asgnificant impact (individudly or cumulatively) on
agriculture resources?

|:| Potentially significant |:| Less than significant with project mitigation & L ess than significant/No impact
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SETTING/IMPACTS

a

Yes No Maybe
I X O
I X O
I X O
I X O
I X O
£ 0O O

RESOURCES - 7. Visual Qualities

Isthe project site substantidly visble from or will it obgtruct views aong a scenic highway
(as shown on the Scenic Highway Element), or isit located within a scenic corridor or will it
otherwise impact the viewshed?

Is the project substantiadly visible from or will it obstruct views from aregiond riding or
hiking trail?

Is the project Site located in an undeveloped or undisturbed areathat contains unique
aesthetic features?

Is the proposed use out-of-character in comparison to adjacent uses because of height,
bulk, or other features?

Isthe project likdly to create substantid sun shadow, light or glare problems?

Other factors (e.g., grading or landform dteration)?

I:‘ MITIGATION MEASURES/ I:‘ OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[ ]LotSze

[] Project Design [ ] Visua Report [] Compatible Use

CONCLUSION

Consdering the above information, could the project leave a Sgnificant impect (individualy or cumulatively) on scenic
qualities?

[ Potentially significant

|:| Less than significant with project mitigation & L ess than significant/No impact
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SERVICES- 1. Traffic/Access

SETTING/IMPACTS
Yes No Maybe

a 0 X ] Doesthe project contain 25 dwelling units, or more and isit located in an areawith known
congestion problems (roadway or intersections)?

b. L] X [ Wil theproject result in any hazardous traffic conditions?

c O X [ ] Will the project result in parking problems with a subsequent impact on traffic coniitions?

Will inadequate access during an emergency (other than fire hazards) result in problems for
d O X [ . . .
emergency vehicles or resdents’employeesin the area?

Will the congestion management program (CMP) Transportation Impact Andysis
e [ X ] thresholds of 50 peak hour vehicles added by project traffic to a CMP highway system
' intersection or 150 peak hour trips added by project traffic to amainline freeway link be
exceeded?

f [ X ] Would the project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or program supporting
' dternative trangportation (e.g., bus, turnouts, bicycle racks)?

g HENE [] Other factors?

[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES/[_] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[] Project Design  [_] Traffic Report[_] Consuitation with Traffic & Lighting Division

CONCLUSION

Congdering the above information, could the project leave a Significant impact (individudly or cumulatively) on
traffic/access factors?

|:| Potentially significant |:| Less than significant with project mitigation & Less than significant/No impact
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SERVICES- 2. Sewage Disposal

N/A

SETTING/IMPACTS
Yes No Maybe

a 0O O ] If served by a community sewage system, could the project create capacity problems at the
trestment plant?

b. 1 [ [] Could the project creste capacity problemsin the sewer lines serving the project site?

c. L1 [ [] Other factors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS
[ ] Sanitary Sewers and Industrial Waste — Ordinance No. 6130
[] Plumbing Code — Ordinance No. 2269

[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES/[_] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

CONCLUSION

Consdering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individualy or cumulatively) on the
physica environment due to sewage disposal facilities?

|:| Potentially significant |:| Less than significant with project mitigation & Less than significant/No impact

17 1/15/03



SETTING/IMPACTS
Maybe

Yes' No
a [ X
b. O X
c O KX
d [ X
e O O

]

]

SERVICES- 3. Education

Could the project create capacity problems at the district level?

Qulphur Sorings School District

Could the project create capacity problems at individua schools that will serve the project
gte?

Could the project create student transportation problems?

Could the project create substantia library impacts due to increased population and
demand?

Other factors?

[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES/[X] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[] Site Dedication

X] Government Code Section 65995 [_] Library Fadilities Mitigation Fee

Development fee for non-residential development is .34 sg/feet.

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individualy or cumuletively) rdative to
educational facilities/'services?

[] Potentially significant

|:| Less than significant with project mitigation & Less than significant/No impact
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SERVICES- 4. Fire/Sheriff Services

SETTING/IMPACTS
Yes No Maybe

a [ X ] Could the project creste staffing or response time problems & the fire station or sheriff's
substation serving the project site?

Are there any specid fire or law enforcement problems associated with the project or the
b. O X [
genera area?

c. L1 [ [] Other factors?

[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES/[X] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
X Fire Mitigation Fee

CONCLUSION

Consdering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individudly or cumuletively) rddive to
fire/sheriff services?

|:| Potentialy significant |:| Less than significant with project mitigation & Less than significant/No impact
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SERVICES- 5. Utilities/Other Services

SETTING/IMPACTS
Yes No Maybe

a [ X ] Isthe project site in an area known to have an inadequate public water supply to meet
domestic needs or to have an inadequate ground water supply and proposes water wells?

b. [0 [ 2 Isthe project Site in an area known to have an inadequate water supply and/or pressure to
' mext fire fighting needs?

Private water well serves the subject property

Could the project create problems with providing utility services, such as dectricity, gas, or
c U K L] propane?

d O X [] Arethere any other known service problem aress (e.g., solid waste)?

Would the project result in substantia adverse physical impacts associated with the
provison of new or physicaly atered governmentd facilities, need for new or physicdly
e [ X ] dtered governmentd facilities, the congtruction of which could cause sgnificant
' environmenta impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives for any of the public services or facilities (e.g., fire protection,
police protection, schools, parks, roads)?

. O [] Other factors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

[_] Plumbing Code — Ordinance No. 2269 [] Water Code — Ordinance No. 7834
|:| MITIGATION MEASURES/ |:| OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[ ] Lot Size [] Project Design

CONCLUSION

Consdering the above information, could the project have asignificant impact (individudly or cumuletively) reative to
utilities services?

|:| Potentially significant |:| Less than significant with project mitigation & L ess than significant/No impact
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SETTING/IMPACTS

a

Yes No
L X
L X
L X
L1 O

Maybe
[]

]

OTHER FACTORS- 1. General

Will the project result in an inefficient use of energy resources?

Will the project result in amgjor change in the patterns, scale, or character of the generd
area or community?

Will the project result in a ggnificant reduction in the amount of agriculturd land?

Other factors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS
[ ] State Administrative Code, Title 24, Part 5, T-20 (Energy Conservation)

[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES/[ ] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[_] Project Design [_] Compatible Use

[ ]LotSize

CONCLUSION

Conddering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individudly or cumulatively) on the
physical environment due to any of the above factors?

[] Potentially significant

|:| Less than significant with project mitigation & Less than significant/No impact
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SETTING/IMPACTS
Maybe

Yes No
a [ X
b.

c. 1 X
d [ X
e [1 X
. O X
g [ X
h [ X

]

O O

]

]

OTHER FACTORS- 2. Environmental Safety

Are any hazardous materials used, transported, produced, handled, or stored on-Ste?

Are any pressurized tanks to be used or any hazardous wastes stored on-Ste?
One propane tank

Are any resdentia units, schools, or hospitals located within 500 feet and potentialy
adversdy affected?

Have there been previous uses that indicate resdua soil toxicity of the Ste?

Would the project create a Sgnificant hazard to the public or the environment involving the
accidentd release of hazardous materidsinto the environment?

Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous materia's, substances, or
wagte within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school ?

Would the project be located on aste that isincluded on alist of hazardous materials Sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as aresult, would create a
ggnificant hazard to the public or environment?

Would the project result in asafety hazard for people in a project arealocated within an
arport land use plan, within two miles of a public or public use airport, or within the vicinity
of aprivate airstrip?

Would the project impair implementation of or physicaly interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Other factors?

[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES/[X] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[ ] Toxic Clean-up Plan

Compatible use

CONCLUSION

Consdering the above information, could the project have a significant impact relative to public safety?

[ Potentially significant

|:| L ess than significant with project mitigation & L ess than significant/No impact
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SETTING/IMPACTS
Maybe

Ye&s No
a [ X
b. [ X
C.

[] X

[] X

[] X
d [ X
e [ [

]

]

O O Do

OTHER FACTORS- 3. Land Use

Can the project be found to be incons stent with the plan designation(s) of the subject
property?

Can the project be found to be incongstent with the zoning designation of the subject
property?

Can the project be found to be inconsstent with the following applicable land use criteria
Hillsde Management Criteria?

SEA Conformance Criteria?

Other?

Would the project physicdly divide an established community?

Other factors?

[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES/[ ] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

CONCLUSION

Consdering the above information, could the project have a sgnificant impact (individudly or cumulatively) on the
physica environment due to land use factors?

[ Potentially significant

|:| Less than significant with project mitigation & Less than significant/No impact

23 1/15/03



SETTING/IMPACTS

a

OTHER FACTORS - 4. Population/Housna/Employment/Recr eation

Yes No Maybe
L X O
L X O
L X O
L X O
L X O
L X O
O O

Could the project cumulatively exceed officid regiond or locd population projections?

Could the project induce substantid direct or indirect growth in an area (e.g., through
projectsin an undeveloped area or extension of mgor infrastructure)?

Could the project displace existing housing, especidly affordable housing?

Could the project result in substantid job/housing imbaance or substantid incressein
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)?

Could the project require new or expanded recrestiona facilities for future residents?

Would the project displace substantia numbers of people, necesstating the construction of
replacement housing esewhere?

Other factors?

[] MITIGATION MEASURES/[_] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

CONCLUSION

Consdering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individualy or cumulatively) on the
physica environment due to population, housing, employment, or recr eational factors?

[ Potentially significant

|:| Less than significant with project mitigation & L ess than significant/No impact
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MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
Based on this Initid Study, the following findings are made:

Yes No Maybe

Does the project have the potentid to substantialy degrade the quality of the environment,
substantialy reduce the habitat of afish or wildlife species, cause afish or wildlife

a [ X [] population to drop below self-sugtaining levels, thregten to diminate aplant or anima
community, reduce the number or restrict the range of arare or endangered plant or animd,
or eiminate important examples of the mgor periods of Cdifornia history or prehistory?

Does the project have possible environmentd effects that are individualy limited but
b, [ X ] cumulatively consderable? "Cumulatively considerable’ means thet the incrementd effects
' of anindividua project are consderable when viewed in connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.

¢ 0O O 2 Will the environmenta effects of the project cause substantial adverse effects on human
' beings, ether directly or indirectly?

Noise, water quality, fire hazard

CONCLUSION

Congdering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individualy or cumulatively) on the
environment?

|:| Potentially significant & Less than significant with project mitigation |:| L ess than significant/No impact
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